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Charting Reform: The Principals’ Perspective

Charting Reform: The Prin#pals’ Perspective is the result of a collaborative project spon-
sored by the Consortium on Chicago School Research. In all, 457 (out of 550) Chicago Pub-
lic elementary and high school principals responded to this survey, resulting in an overall
response rate of 83 percent. (A technical report and public use data file will be available in
the near future.) Survey response rates of this magnitude are rare unless respondents are
strongly motivated. We provided no tangible incentives to principals for completing the sur-
vey, and thus we interpret the high response rate as indicating their desire to express their
views on school reform and school improvement to the general public.

Altogether the survey contained fifteen pages of questions that required fcrty-five to
seventy-five minutes to complete. The survey was administered in june of 1992, In most
cases, principals completed the surveys during district service center meetings. In other cases,
surveys were mailed directly to principals’ homes and returned to the Consortium in
self-addressed stamped envelopes.

Prior to the development of the survey, the Consortium held focus groups with
principals, teachers, and administrators in the system as well as representatives from
business, philanthropic and community-based orgamizations about the types of information
that should be gathered.

A principal advisory committee devoted considerable time, energy, and expertise to the
project, offering valuable advice about the survey, how it should be administered, and how
the results might besr be distributed. The principal advisory group, along with other groups
involved in the development of the survey, had an opportunity to comment on the statistics
presented in this report and helped us to interpret and improve the presentation of findings.
We express sincere thanks to all who generously gave of their time to make this project
successful. A list of the principal advisory committee members tollows.

Principal School Principal School
Theresa Byrd-Smith Hearst Elementary Chorles Mingo DuSable High
Ida Cross Mavo Elementary Yvonne Minor Dyett Middle
Ralph Cusick Schurz High Karen Mornis Saucedo Magnet
Audrey Donaldson Darwm Elementary Richard Morns Burroughs Elementary
Cydney Fields Ray Elementary Pernecie Pugh Truth Elementary
Jeanmme M, Gallo Smvser Elementary Barbara M. Pulliam Harper High
Sherve Garmony Gregory Elementary Ruth Robertson Ruggles Elementary
Reva Hairston Terrell Elementary Ldis Snyder Gale Academy
Georgia Hudson Lathrop Academy Janis Todd Bvrd Elementary
Clarice Jackson-Berry Fiske Elementary Beverly Tunney Healy Elementary
Michael Kroll Young Elementary Mattie Tyson . Johnson Elementary
Maude Lightfoot Pershing Magnet Alice Vila Barry Elementary
Madcleine Maraldi W. Irving Elementary Muriel K. Von Albade Barnard Elementary
Barbara Martin Hovne Elementary William Watts Taft High
Larry McDougald DeDicgo Academy Dorothy Willtams I ucy Flower Vocational

Cynthia Wnek Schubert Elementary

T'he followmg area researchers also assisted with this survey: Lascelles Anderson, University of Hlinois at
Chicago: Mandvn Bizar, Nanonal-Louis University: Stephen Brown, Northeastern llinows Umiversity: and
Benjamin D. Wright, University of Chicago. Special thanks to our external reviewer, Kent Peterson,
University of Wisconsin.

Editor’s note: Some survev questions have been shortened in this report because of space
limatations. The original survey is available from the Consortitm on request.

This report reflects the interpretations of the authors. Although the Consortium Steering
Commuttee provided technical advice and reviewed an earlier version of the report, no formal
endorsement by these mdividuals, organizations or the full Consortium should be assumed.
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The Chicago School Reform Act of 1988 substantialiy changed the Chicago Public
Schools. Few individuals or groups were affected more directly than principals.
Not only did they lose their job tenure, but they became accountable to a parent-
and community-dominated local school council, which, among other things, had
“hire and fire™ authority over them. Given the principals’ key role in promoting im-
provement, it seemed important at this juncture to take a closer look at Chicago
school reform from their perspective.

Our report is organized around four major topics: principals’ reactions to
school reform and its new governance structures; principals’ assessments of their
teachers and efforts to improve the human resources of their schools: the restruc-
turing activities occurring in their schools; and. finally, a section on the principals
themselves—who they are, how they spend their time, the roadblocks they face.
and their feelings about their job.!

Reactions to School Reform and Its
New Governance Structure

Principals’ General Attitudes toward School Reform

Charting Reform: The Principals’
Perspective asked a series of ques-
tions about principals’ general reac-
tions to school reform and the im-
pact it has had on their ~chool com-
munities. (Only those respondents
who were Chicago Public School ] % . . 46% ' 12% 5%
principals prior to September 1989 1 em more optimisiic that this school wiil improve. '
answered these questions.) In gen-
eral, principals were quite positive.
Well over three-quarters believe that
their schools are getting better since
reform and almost two-thirds are
more optimistic that their schools 12%  17% 0% 3%
will improve. Principals also report | fool better ebout working in this school.

that some positive practices have 5

emerged since reform. For example,
two-thirds agree that staff develop- ° 25 50 7 100
ment is NOW MOre responsive te Bl STRONGLY AGREE
teachers’ needs. Quieting some carly Bl rchee

fears, most principals do not report
increased contlict in the school (only 29 percent do).

There is one discordant note, however. Only 41 percent of the principals report
feeling better about working in their schools since reform. Although a large prepor-
tion of principals express optimism about their schools, this is not always accompa-
nied by personal good feelings. These responses signal a general theme running
throughout this report—principals report many positive developments in Chicago’s
schools, but their work and their role have become much more difficult.

By combining principals’ respouses to questions just discussed with several re-
lated items. we created a composice index of principals® overall reactions to school

Principals’ Attitudes
toward School Reform
Since reform,

this school |s getting better.

. 38% . 25%
staff development is more responsive to teachers’

12% 2% '35%

T STRONGLY DISAGREE
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refcrm.* Approximately one-third are very positive,

Principals’ “Report Card"” another third are moderately positive, and the remain-
on School Reform: ing third are split between somewhat negative (22 per-
General Attitudes* cent) and very negative (11 percent).’

In general, principals’ reactions to school reform
very positive 36% appear similar regardless of a school’s racial composi-
moderately positive  31% tion, percentage of low-income students, percentage of
somewhat negative  22% students transferring in and out of the schoo! (mobil-
very negative 11% ity rate), and pre-reform achievement level. Elemen-

*Based on principals hired prior to September 1989

tary and high school principals also report similar
views. Moreover, both male and female principals and

principals of different races view the reform similarly.

Principals’ Views on Local School Governance

In addition to soliciting general reactions to school reform, the survey posed a
number of specific questions about the key governance features created by reform:
the local school council (LSC) as a basic policy-making body; the professional per-
sonnel advisory committee (PPAC), composed o. teachers who advise on marters
of curriculum and instruction; and the School Improvement Plan (SIP), developed
to guide action toward sustained improvement. Responses to a sample of items
from ten different facets of local school
governance {five on the LSC, three on

LSC Role Clarity the PPAC, and two on the SIP) are re-
and Abuse of Authority ported below.*
LSC and | have & similer understanding of the '
2 | principai's responsibilities and rights. : Local School Councils
5 Role Clarity. Two vears ago, when
2 | LsChes clear understanding of its role & rasponsibiiities. , we held focus groups and interviews to
« Yy . T A il develop the Consortium’s research.
‘ ‘ ' ‘ agenda, Achieving School Reform in
: . : : Chicago: What We Need to Know,
e :f.c,:;'::,'.:' 1o spend money in weys that | think : many individuals commented that the
§ ), B —] precise role of the LSC was unclear.
z “::C‘M”" \ | ho | n“*_ . . They described considerable uncer-
2 " n interne “4.:_1° metle-s. = tainty about the division between local
< [6% 8% 10% . 27% . 49% . and central office responsibilities, and
' 25 5;0 755 "2” btheen the policy-making fun‘ctions
of the LSC and the administrative re-
I STRONGLY AGREE ] DisAGREE sponsibilities of the school principal.
ﬁ;‘“ [ stroncLy DisaGREE Two years later it appears that, at least
é from the principals’ perspective, this
second concern has been largely re-
solved. For example, 80 percent of the principals indicate that they and their LSCs
have similar understandings of the principal’s responsibilities and rights;* 61 per-
cent believe that the LSC has a clear understanding of its role and responsibilities.
More generally, most principals believe that their LSCs grant them sufficient auton-
omy to do their jobs and respect the principals’ view about how things should be
done in the school.
4
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SCHOOL REFORM AND GOVERNANCE

LSC Abuse of Author.ty. Concerns were also raised during the early days of re-
form that LSCs might attempt to exceed their authority and coerce principals to
take improper actions. We found little evidence of such abuse of authority in this
survey. For example, only 14 percent of the principals claim that their councils
meddle in internal school matters, and only S percent feel pressured to spend

money inappropriately. In general, the boundaries ot

proper LSC action appear to

be respected in all but a small number of schools, according to principals.

LSC Effectiveness. Principals are
somewhat less positive in their re-
sponses about LSC effectiveness, al-
though they are stili more positive than
negative. Fifty-eight percent of the prin-
cipals believe that the LSC contributes
to academic improvements in the
school, 20 percent disagree, and 22 per-
cent give a “neutral” response. Fifty-
five percent report that their LSC is an
effective policy-making body, bur 18
percent do not, and 27 percent are
neutral. Although more than half of
the principals give their LSCs positive
marks on a range of questions of this
sort, about 20 percent typicaily do not,
and about one-quarter give “neutral”

23%

LSC Effectiveness

Principal Evslustion

The LSC employed a falr and objective procedure to
judge my performance this yeer.

36%

LSC Effectiveness and
Principal Evaluation

The LSC contributes 1o scademic improvements.

. A% . 2%

The LSC is an effective policy making body:

3%

% !

Ths LSC provided me constructivs suggestionsas a !
result of its eveluation of my performance. :

responses.

Principal Evaluation Process. One Il STRONGLY AGREE EZ iSAGREE
of the major responsibilities of the LSC I AcRee ] STRONGLY DISAGREE
is to evaluate the principal each year. BB neuTRAL

Almost 60 percent of the principals report that their
LSCs have employed fair and objective procedures
to judge their performance (24 percent responded
“neutral” and 17 percent disagree). Fewer than 40
percent, however, indicate that their LSC provided
constructive suggestions as a result of the evalu-
ation process. In fact, the most common response to
this question was “neutral,” suggesting that many
principals have doubts about how effective councils
are at this task. Sensitive and insightful personnel
evaluation is difficult even under the best of circum-
stances. The kinds of ratings reported here are not
markedly different from what teachers said in
Charting Reform: The Teachers' Turn about the
adequacy of the evaluations they receive from
school principals.

LSC Activity. Most principals report that their
1.SC met six to ten times in the period between Janu-
ary and June of 1992. This amounts to one or two
meetings a ni ~nth. About half of the council meet-
ings have between four and ten guests, about a quar-

LSC Activity

Since January 1992, how many regu-
lar meetings has your LSC held?

1to5 18%
6to 10 75%
11 or more 7%

What is the appro:iimate average at-
tendance of adult guests in the audi-
ence at LSC meetings?

Oto3 25%
4t0 10 49%
11 or more 26%

How many committees does your
LSC have that meet regularly {more

than twice a year)?
None 158%
1to2 28%
3tnéd 40%
5 or more 17%
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ter have almost no outside participants, and about a quarter have more than ten.
The typical LSC operates with three or four subcommittees, although about a sixth
of the LSCs have no subcommittees; another sixth have five or more. Combining
these statistics. we find a considerable range in the level of LSC activity across Chi-
cago’s schools. Principals report extensive LSC activity in approximateiy 19 per-
cent of the schools. In these places. LSCs meet at least once a month and eight or
more adult guests attend cach meeting, These schools also have at least three active
L.SC committees. In another 34 percent of the schools, the level of LSC activity is
lower, but still regular. LSC meetings are held at least monthly, but with fewer
guests and two or less active committees. In the remaining 27 percent of schools,
only minimal activity is occurring, and LSCs meet less frequently than once a
month. (This does still meet the requirement of the legislation, which only calls for

a minimum of two meetings each vear.)

LSC Sumsmarvy. Overall, most LSCs meet regularly and most principals are
comfortable with how their LSCs ars functioning. The majority of principals feel
that they have developed a viable working relationship with their LSCs, and that
the boundaries between policy-making and administrative roles are relatively clear.
However, the principals are somewhat more divided about the effectiveness of their
LSCs and how well the LSC evaluates them.

We combined the information in the five LSC indicator clusters described

above to create a summary measure of principals’ rat-

Principals’ “Report Card”
on School Reform:
LSC Performance

I

| very positive 36%
© somewhat positive 50%
' negative 14%

PPAC Effectiveness
The PPAC In this echool:

helpe to Improve curriculum end Instruction.

7,

344 7%

21% . 36% 13% 8%.

hae dovdopo'd good piens or concrete sugg'quns for .
school Improvement.

[ 2 [}
2% ' 36% 21% * 12% 9%

plays important role in developing new progrems & idess.
V722777774 11

24% ' 5% 22% 1% 6%
has eccomplished litle. ' '

| J
1% 18%. 16% . 26% 2% .

0 25 50 % 100

BB STRONGLY AGREE [T DISAGREE
Bl AGReE [C)STHONGLY DISAGREE
NEUTRAL

ings of their LSCs. By this summary measure, 36 per-

cent of the principals report that their councils are

working very s ell. Principals in these schools give very

. positive reports on at least three of the five LSC indica-

. tor clusters and positive reports on the remainder. An-
other 50 percent of the principals give their LSCs

: ~ somewhat positive ratings. Principals in this group typi-

© cally offer moderately positive responses on most of

the clusters, with perhaps a negarive re-
port on one dimension. Only 14 percent
of the principals give consistently nega-
tive ratings across three or more of the
five clusters. Principals in these schools
are adamant that their LSCs are not
working eftectively.

Professional Personnel Advisory
Committee

PPAC Effectiveness. Principals are
mostly positive about the effectiveness
of their PPACs. For example, almost 60
percent report that the PPAC helps to
improve curriculum and instruction in
their schools and about an equal propor-
tion indicate that the PPAC has devel-
oped concrete suggestions for school
improvement. In contrast, about 20 per-
cent of the principals indicate negative
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responses on these items, indicating
that not all schools have effective
PPACs to advise on curriculum and in-
structional issues.

PPAC-Principal Relations. Regard-
less of whether principals view their
PPACs as effective, they almost unani-
mously report positive relationships
with the PPAC. Over 80 percent com-
municate regularly with the PPAC, and
over 85 percent describe their relation-
ship with the PPAC as cooperative. Sur-
vey reports indicate that negative
PPAC-principal relations exist in only
about 5 percent of the schools.

PPAC-LSC Relations. Principals’
reports about PPAC-LSC relations are
more uneven. Fewer than half (45 per-
cent) report that the PPAC makes regu-
lar presentations to the LSC. Slightly
more than half (56 percent) agree that
the LSC seeks advice: from the 'PAC
on instructional programs and issues. Thes2
data indicate that in a substantial number o1
schools the working relationship of the
PPAC and LSC may be cordial but weak.
Since the PPAC was intended as a major
source of advice on instructional improve-
ment, and since faculty participation in for-
mulating policies on such matters is widely
viewed as a key to their successful implemen-
tation, LSC-PPAC relations need to be
strengthened in many schools.

PPAC Summary. Combining the infor-
mation from the three PPAC clusters, we
find that 31 percent of the principals assign
high ratings to their PPACs. In addition to
having very good working relations with
their PPACs, principals in these schools give
positive marks for PPAC cffectiveness and
PPAC-LSC relations. The PPACs in these
schools appear well integrated into local
school governance activity. Another 54 per-
cent of the principals give somewhat positive
marks to their PPACs; 15 percent are gener-
ally negative. While the principal and PPAC
may have a good working relationship in

with principsl

with LSC

SCHOOL REFORM AND GOVERNANCE

PPAC Relations
wnth Prmcnpal and LSC

1 eomunlcah reguiarly mh the PPAC.

47%, . . 1% 4%2%
1 have a cooperative relationship with the PPAC. .

P31
9%2%2%

' %'

The PPAC in this school makes reguier presentations
to the LSC.

P2 [ |
19% 26% ,18% 18% 19%
This LSC uolu advice on Imlmlloml programs & issues.

= k]
2% . u% 17% '14% 13% '

‘The PPAC In this uchool mms ond suppom tho LSC
L :

17% . aa% ' 30% v13% 7%

2 % 7 100

Il STRONGIY AGREE C'SAGREE

Il AGREE (] STRONGLY DISAGREE

NEU RAL

Typical Pattern of
Governance Relations
Principal
Gooxl working Good working
relations relations

Weak
communication

Principails’ “Report Card”
on School Reform:

PPAC Performance
very positive 31%
somewhat positive 54%
negative 15%

these latter cases, principals typically report that the PPAC does not have regular
communication or interaction with the 1.SC and is relatively incffective.
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School improvement Plarn

36% \ , 1%

Development

4% ' 0%
Basically, | developed the SIP.
2% C 8% . 14%

2% ! 53%

Implementation

2%

In this school, the LSC participated in developing the Sif'.

The PPAC played s mejor role in developing the SIP.

i eia gl K
7,000 1 577, SRR

_The SIP hes led %0 academic Iimprovements in this school. '

Schoot improvement Plans

SIP Development. More than

three-quarters of the nrincipals
% e i% agree thar the LSC participated in
developing the SIP. About half re-
port that the PPAC played a major
role in developing the SIP. About
half of the principals also said,
“Basically, I developed the SIT.”
Because all of these could occur si-
multaneously, these items are diffi-
cult to interpret individually. The
law stipulates that the SIP must be
6%3% developed by the principal with ad-

' 14% 4%2%

: pa s:o 7:5 u":o vice from the PPAC and is subject
to formal approval by the LSC. The
Bl STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE intent was an’'inclusive process that
W acree [ stronaLy oisacree engaged parents, teachers, and com-
NEUTRAL

munity members under the leader-

ship of the school principal. The
indicator cluster that we developed

here, which consists of five items like the three reported above, measures the over-
all inclusiveness of the planning process.

SIP Implementation. In general, principals offer very positive reports about the
implementation of the SIP. For example, they overwhelmingly agree (80 percent)
that the SIP Lelps their schools focus on common goals. Similarly, almost two-
thirds report that the SIP has already led to academic improvements. Less than 10

Principals’ “Report Card”
on School Reform:
School Improvement Plan

l

very positive 18%
somewhat positive 63%
negative 19%

Principals’ “Report Card”
on School Reform:
Overall Assessment of
Local Schnol Governance

very positive 25%
positive 44%
mixed 21%
negative 10%

percent offer negative assessments of the utility of
their school improvement plan.

- SIP Summary. Overall, 18 percent of the princi-
pals give very positive ratings to both the develop-
ment and implementation of the SIP in their schools.
We classified another 63 percent of the reports as
somewhat positive. The remaining 19 percent offer a
clearly negative assessment of the development pre-:-
ess, and no better than a weak positive assessment on
implementation.

Overall Progress on the Major Governance Elements
of School Reform

In order to summarize the information on school
governance described so far, we created a composite
governance indicator based on the ten measures of
LSC, PPAC, and SIP performance. We find that 25
percent of the principals give their schools very high
ratings on two or more aspects of local school govern-
ance. Another 44 percent give very high responscs in
one arca with moderately positive ratings in the other
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two. Twenty-one percent offer mixed views, positive about some aspects but nega-
tive about others. The remaining 10 percent of the principals offer consistently
negative responses about their LSC, PPAC, and SIP.

. In Charting Reform: The Teachers’ Turn we found thar teachers’ views about
school reform did not depend on
the neighborhoods in which their
schools were located. A similar
finding emerged here. In the map
on the right the “very positive™
elementary schools are widely dis-
persed across the city. (Because .
there are relatively few high — b
schools in each of the four P Py
groups, we have excluded them P R
from this display.) None of the ba- ‘ :
sic compositional characteristics
of schools (percentage low in-
come students, percentage limited
English speaking students, racial
composition, or student mobility
rate) are significantly related to
the overall school governance
rating. In general, the principal
ratings of school gevernance are
relatively consistent with teacher
ratings of the LSC, the PPAC, and
the SIP from the teacher survey—
that is, on average, the schools
that received high ratings from
teachers also tended to receive

Elementary Schools with “Very Positive”
Overall Governance Rating

high ratings from principals.
We undertook a number of
analyses to better understand the

To assure anonymity.
we have shifted the
location of schools

toward the center ot

. a neighborhood.
characteristics of elementary

schools where principals are more
likely to report effective govern-
ance arrangements. A few key findings stand out. These schools have higher levels
of teacher collegiality and positive school-community relations (as reported in last
year's teachers’ survey). They also are more likely to be smaller schools. That is,
the elementary schools with the lowest ratings have significantly larger student en-
rollments than clementary schocls with higher ratings.

The results of the principals’ survey are generally consistent with those re-
ported last year in Charting Reform: The Teachers® Turn. Small school size facili-
tates the successful implementation of the local school governance provisions in
Chicago’s school reform. The reported higher levels of teacher collegiality and
school community relations can also be viewed as resulting from this smaller struc-
ture. It is easier to maintain in smaller schools the personal, trusting relationships
among parents and professionals on which cffective local school governance and,
for that matter, good schooling itself depends.

Q 9
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Personal Views about
School Governance

Parents ought to isave school decision making
to professionals.

NI RN ]
7% 2%
trend that wiil eventusily fede.

1% ’
On ait important matters, | make the finel decision.

4% . 35% , 9%,  17% 5%
1 am generally able 10 get the LSC 1o do whet | weintl ‘

3% ! : 36% ' %
1 would prefer that the LSC just be sn sdvisory group.
SRR E NN |

9% 4%

- j
' 23% 13% .
° 25 50 7 100
Bl STRONGLY AGREE 5] oisacree
AGREE "] STRONGLY DISAGREE
NEUTRAL

Finally, although the overall
thrust of principals® reports about lo-
cal school governance is generally
positive, we note that a signit.cant
number of principals are still some-
what uneasy about sharing power
with both parents and teachers.
While well over half (59 percent) of
the principals reject the statement,
“Parents ought to leave school deci-
sion making to professionals,” 23
percent are neutral on this issue, and
18 percent endorse it. Similarly,
while 68 percent disagree that par-
ticipatory management is a trend
that will eventually fade, 23 percent
are neutral and 9 percent agree.
Moreover, even though LSCs have a
super-majority of parents and com-
munity members, principals still ex-
ert considerable influence over

them. Almost 60 percent of the principals report that on all important matters,
they make the final decision. Similarly, more than two-thirds of the principals
indicate that they are generally able to get the LSC to do what they want. Even so,
45 percent of the principals would prefer that the LSC be just an advisory group.
Thus, although principals appear comfortable working with and seeking advice
from the LSC, some are still reticent about fully accepting the council as a decision-

and policy-making body.



Human Resources in Chicago Schools

We asked principals a number of questions about their staff, including the degree
of cooperation and collegiality among teachers, their level of commitment. subject
matter expertise, and activities to improve the overall quality of school statt. Their

responses are described in this section.

Collegiality, Commitment and Expertise

In most schools, principals report that working relationships among teachers are
collegial and supportive. More than three-quarters of the principals agree that

there is a great deal of cooperation
among staff members and thart staft
members in their schools support and
encourage each other. (Principals in
about a quarter of the schools do not
characterize their staffs in this way.)
Translating positive feelings into spe-
cific collaborative behaviors, however,
is a bit more difficult. For example,
slightly less than two-thirds of the prin-
cipals report that teachers make a con-
scious effort to coordinate their
teaching with what occurs at other
grade levels. This means that, accord-
ing to principals, cross-grade articula-
tion is not a common practice in a
significant number of schools.

Principals are divided in their as-
sessments of teachers’ commitment
and expertise. Two-thirds of the prin-
cipals believe that most or almost ail
of their teachers feel responsible that
all students learn. Slightly more than
half of the principals report that
most or almost all of their teachers
take responsibility for improving the
school. One-third of the principals,
however, judge that half or fewer of
their teachers take responsibility for
all students learning, and almost 50
percent of the principals report that
half or tewer of their teachers take re-
sponsibility for school improvement.
Thus, many principals sull express
significant concerns about the level
of commitment among, a substantial
portion of their staff.

Flementary school principals
were also asked to rate the subject

Commitment

Expertise

Collegiality

Thete is 8 great deal of cooperative sffort smong
staff members.

52% .

Steff mambers support end sncourage sach sther ¢
stthis sclhool. '

Teachers st this school make 'o conecious of&on 1 coor-
dinate their teaching with what occure st cther grade levels

17% ' a7% L 31% 5%
0 2 %0 7 100

Il STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE

Il AGrReE (T ") STRONGLY DISAGREE

Teacher Commitment
and Expertise

How many teschers in this school
teel responsibie thet ali students learn?

I N
2% . 4% 1 25% 7% 2%
take responsibility for improving the schooi?

13% C A% :

have 8 good g'nsp of rudng;lo

20% ‘ a%
have a good gresp of meth?

15% T 41% ) 3%
have e good grasp of social studias?

1% 35% '
nave 8 good grasp of science?

50 75 100
Bl ALMOST ALL AFEW

Hl mosT I amosT none

P27 ABOUT HALF

*Only elementary school principals were askad about isachers’
grasp of subject matter.
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What Principals Think of Their
School Support Services

matter expertise of their teach-
ers (high school principals did
not have a comparable set of

Engineering and custodial staff

are responsive to my requests. 63% 14%
Local police are responsive

to my requests. 75% 15%
Food service staff is responsive

to my requests. 77% 14%

these schools face significant operational problems.

Agree Neutral Disagree

While the percentage of principals who agree is relatively
high, it is important to ‘remember that each of these serv-
ices is essential for a school. The fact that approximately
one-quarter of the principals do not feel that engineers and
custodians are responsive to their requests suggests that

questions). These principals
generallv show the greatest
confidence in teachers’ grasp

23% of reading and language arts.
Two-thirds report that most

10% or almost all of their teachers
have a good grasp of these

9% subjects. Yet one-third of the

principals express doubts about
the competence of a significant
portion of their faculty in this
area. Since reading/language
arts is essential subject matter,
and since the teaching of other
subjects depends on students’
skill in this area, such reports

are cause for concern.

Slightly over half of the principals feel that most or almost all of their teachers
have a good grasp of mathematics. The picture is worse for social studies and sci-
ence. In both cases over 50 percent of the principals indicate that only half or
fewer of their teachers have a good grasp of these zubjects. Although the results are
somewhat difficuit to evaluate because many elementary schools are departmental-
ized in the upper grades, with teachers specializing in the subjects they teach, prin-
cipals nonetheless appear to be expressing concern about the teaching competence
of a substantial proportion of their facul-+ "articularly salient is the discrepancy

between principals’ views and teacher
Opportunities for
Teacher Development

Teachers are very sctive in planning staff development '
activites in this school.

P22
21%

21% . “u% 1% 3%

o;:tlvo pl'ofonloc'-l dovolopm'n't peogram .

We have an
for teschers

19% ¢ 44% ' 17%:

There is adequate time for teacher professional

—]
j
100
I STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE
) AGREE ] sTRONGLY DISAGREE
NEUTRAL
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-ws on this issue. In last year’s teacher
survey, Charting Reform: The Teach-
ers’ Turn, 95 percent of the elemen-
tary school teachers indicated they
felt confident teaching reading, writ-
ing, and mathematics. Principals,
however, do not reflect the same con-
fidence, implying a need for sus-
tained staff development in the
content and pedagogy of particular
school subjects. The lack of a com-
mon understanding here among
teachers and principals may make
difficult the planning of meaningful
professional development activities.

improving Human Resources

There is a growing recognition that
as reform moves from governance is-
sues to school and classroom issues,
much ongoing professional develop-

13




HUMAN RESOURCES IN CHICAGO SCHOOLS

ment will be needed. When asked about such efforts, most principals indicate that
there are active professional development programs in their schools and that teach-
ers are involved in planning these programs. However, they also report that not
enough time is being set aside for either professional development or teacher evalu-
ation. Seventy-one percent do not think there is adequate time for professional de-
velopment, and 81 percent feel the same about teacher evaluation.

Improving Human Resources in Schools*

) Strongly Strongty

! agree  Agres  Neutral Dsagres dsagres

I - 9 o

| Since retamm.

!

|

| § 'have more ymn Q 28% 41% 4% 9% 9%

|

| 3¢

} 35 More creatty has been reieased within the school statt 16% 6% 29% 19% 3%

! £

. 2» O

| -3

t * U's eater o get new statt hired 21% 2% 20% 5% 2%

{

| = Holping 16achers IMProve More has becomae an IMPOMant part of my o 14%, 23% 26% 9% 13%

| 2

| 5 g he qualy of the teaching force nas improved 2% 25% "% “4% 12%

I 33

: 33

i a

; -t

| New remediation prooscures have improved teacting 3% 3% 7% 4% A%

: - Ir's easwer 10 remove non-pericrming teacners 2% 5% 20% 31% A%
“Based on Pared por to Sep 1989

Principals have three basic avenues for developing their staff. In addition to es-
tablishing ongoing professional development. they also can try to hire talented
teachers and dismiss teachers who are performing poorly. Several questions probed
principals’ views of these options.

Principals were most positive about the new authority granted them under
school reform to hire teachers of their own choosing. Over two-thirds of the princi-
pals agreed with the statement, “I have
more autonomy in selecting teachers,” and
only 17 percent disagreed. Moreover, princi-

Recruiting New Teachers

pal§ in many schgols appear to be u§ing % of Facuity Hired % of l|
their new authority actively. One-third re- since Reform Schools |
port hiring 20 percent or more faculty new _ |
to the school in the past three vears. This less than 10% 31%
suggests a substantial influx of “new blood™ 11% to 20% 36% \
into a significant number of schools across ' 20% to 30% 18%
the city, with principals able to select the 31% or more 15%
teachers they wanted. J

Principals are most negative about their
ability to dismiss non-performing teachers. Virtually none of the principals feels
that the new remediation procedures introduced by reform are helpful. Neither do
they feel that the new procedures make it easier to remove non-performing teach-
ers. It is important to note that principals appear concerned in this regard about a
relatively small number of teachers. For example, when asked about the number of
teachers they would like to sec leave, 60 percent of the principals indicated 10 per-
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Percent of Teachers that Principais cent or fewer. In a typical elementary school,

Would L.ike to See Leave this amounts to three or perhaps four teachers.
r T Finally, principals are fairly divided on the
g 5% or less 23% question of whether the quality of the teaching
i 6% to 10% 37% force has improyed. Thirty-seven percent of
| 11% to 20% 31% the principals report that the quality of the
i More than 20% 9% teaching force has improved since reform, 37
percent are neutral, and 26 percent do not re-

port improvements in the teaching force.

Taking Advantage of External Resources

As local schools begin to take on responsibility for their own improvement, it is
impaortant to consider the external resources available to support these efforts. Prin-
cipals were asked to list the various organizations with which they have contact—
social service, community, education, advocacy groups, etc.—and to note whether
each is within the immediate neighborhood of their schools. Contact with neigh-
borhocd organizations is quite frequent. About half the principals report working
with neighborhood organizations six or more times per month.

We also asked principals to list the educational organizations with which their
schools have regular, ongoing re-
lationships. It is significant that
one-third of the principals do
AEREY -ttt Tttt not list any educational organiza-
tions, inciuding colleges and uni-
versities, educational advocacy
groups, federally funded educa-
tional programs, national restruc-
turing organizations,
professional educators’ organiza-
tions, and so on. Moreover, 23
. percent of those who do say
s EErvTEETT-a—e their schools have regular con-

Number of contacts/month tact with educational groups in-
dicate that such contact is fairly
infrequent—as little as once a
month. At the other end of the
spectrum, however, 9 percent of
the schools have almost daily

contact or even more with some external educational group.

These results indicate that although reform has catalyzed a considerable
amount of activity on the part of Chicago’s educational and community organiza-
tions to assist schools in the change process, a large number of schools still do not
have regular, ongoing relationships with external groups who can help support the

_ development of their educational programs. As the focus of reform shifts to instruc-
tional improvement, it is difficult to envision how such schools will be able to
make significant progress without sustained external assistance in this area.

Contact with External Organizations

Percent of schools

B Educational Organizations
Neighborhood Organizations
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School Restructuring

Although school reform did not mandate specific new educational programs, it cre-
ated opportunities for innovative initiatives to emerge. The principals’ survey con-
tained a series of questions designed to assess the scope of restructuring activity in
three areas: classroom teaching, teachers’ work, and community ties. Principals
reported on the changes that have occurred in their schools, specifying whether
these changes were initiated prior to or since school reform.

Prevalence of Various Restructuring Activities

Classroom Teaching. Principals were asked abour a range of new instructional
practices that might be developing in their schools. Computers, the most frequently
mentioned tool added since reform, are now reported to be in use in over 75 per-
cent of the schools. Small group work is also now reported as a regular practice in
almost three-quarters of the city’s schools.

Restructuring Classroom Teaching

Intisted pnor intated Undes con- Nota
10 reform SINCe refotm phomty
A
I Std y use t8chnoiogy 40% 7% 2% 1%
= Use of small group work n classrooms 50% 21% 26% 3%
[ 3
—_—"
i -
as
e E
2 2 A grated n the curnculum 36% 25% 36% 3%
Learning tasks aim for depth rather than broad exposure 38% 20% 38% 3%
Studens have 3ccess 10 and Serve as Peal wiors 34% 27% 31% 8%
Emphass on student production rather than reprocuction of knowledge 34% 21% 11% a%
g 3
3
2 § L g “MUtple (HORGeNces” and mutiDie Tulures 28% 23% 39% 10%
a3
g8 —
L3
-
4
v Students INVOlved in the plannINg conduct and evaluaton of thew work 9% % 47% 7%

Several items in this inventory asked about practices associated with “authentic
learning.™ Features such as deep engagement of students in subject matter, making
students active participants in the learning process, and assessment that emphasizes
student production of knowledge are becoming more prevalent. Principals report
that about one-third of the schools initiated these activities prior to reform, and an-
other quarter indicate moving in this direction since reform. However, one key di-
mension of authentic learning—student involvement in the planning, conduct, and
evaluation of their own work—is reported by only a small percentage of schools.®

Teachers’ Work. Restructuring the school as a workplace—to encourage mean-
ingful collegial interaction and to extend teachers’ roles—is a complex undertak-
ing. The activities about which we inquired tended to separate into two groups.
The first group contains the three most prevalent practices: program decisions
based on student performance, coordination between teachers and other service
professionals, and staff development. More than 60 percent of the principals re-
ported that these activities are taking place. The more innovative workplace prac-
tices that require changes in teachers’ basic roles and encourage them to expand
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Restructuring Teachers’ Work

Intiated prior ntiated Jndercon-  Nota
A 10 relorm since reform  sgeration prorty
i

3
& §  _ Schoolmakes program decisions based on student pergrmance 44% 25% 23% %
g
22
a8
P Teachers work ciossty wh parems anc numan service protessionals 42% 20% 32%, 6%
2
3 2 Staff heips 10 0esign staf! deveiopment Hased on local needs assessment 29% 35, N% 5%
g 3 Stat n 9 o ® ftime aii dunng school day 19% 26% 1% 4%
a § Teachers encouraged 10 expenment develop New Drograms currcutum 19% 27% 40% 14%
2 3 Staf! functions i extenced roles wih stuGents ¢ § Mentonng advising 25% 18% 39% 18%,
s
*
-

4 Dt roles f0r teach CUrnICUlUM AIrecion  SUDQIVISION Of peers T 7% 4% 22%

their activity beyond the classroom are much less prevalent. They have been imple-
mented in fewer than half of the schools.

Community Ties. Reform provided the opportunity for schools to expand rela-
tionships with outside organizations, including parents and community members,
community agencies, and educational institutions. The principals overwhelmingly
reported that formal parent and community volunteer programs are active in their
schools (79 percent). Programs involving parents in the students’ academic lives
are somewhat less prominent (55 percent). Contact with an institution of higher
learning is also less common; only 50 percent of the schools have such an arrange-
ment. However, these relationships have increased considerably since reform. The
final item, external mentoring programs, is a scarce resource that must be sought
out diligently by a school. Not surprisingly, this is the least prevalent activity, with
only 20 percent of the schools reporting such a program.

Restructuring Community Ties

indiated prior ntiated Undercon-  Nota
10 reform since reform  sigeraton srorty
School has tormal parent and communy volunteer pregram 48% 31% *8% 3%
1

3

3% —

32

33

é < N School has formal mechansms tor coordinating with ComMMuntty agencies 33%, 27% 3% 3%
5chool has a orogram tor oarent Involvement in stugerts’ acacemic (fe 28% %% 8% "%
School has arangements wah a ur y forp: nal 0 22% 8% 8% 2%

€

2, 3

3¢

a 3 52ho0l oftars adult educaton Drograms t0r the commundty ‘8% *6% 25% e,
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s
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SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING

School Efforts at Restructuring: Prior to Reform and Now

After tabulating the responses of the elementary school principals, we are able to
categorize the degree of reported restructuring in instruction, teachers’ work, and
community ties within each school, both prior to reform and currently.” Four levels
of restructuring are identified: minimal, limited, moderate, or extensive. Schools
classified as “minimal” are likely to have the practices in category 1 (see the three
restructuring displays), but less likely to have those in categories 2 through 4.
Schools classified as “limited” are likely to have implemented the practices of cate-
gories 1 and 2 but not 3 and 4. This same logic holds for schools denoted as “mod-
erate” and “extensive.”® The resulting distribution of schools is described below.

School Efforts at Restructuring: Prior to Reform and Now*

Classroom Teaching Teachers’ Work Community Ties
Prior Now Prior Now Prior Now
Extensive 16% 36% 9% 20% 13% 35%
Moderate 9% 16% 6% 15% 13% 25%
Limited 21% 25% 19% 35% 18% 22%
Minimal 65% 23% 66% 30% 56% 18%
*These percentages inciude oniy slementary schools

Classroom Teaching. Elementary school principais report considerable recent
development in this area. Prior to reform, less than one-fourth of the schools had
engaged much in other than the most prevalent restructuring practices—introduc-
ing computers and small group work. Since reform, however, the percentage of
schools which report incorporating more authentic learning methods into class-
rooms has increased substantially. Fifty-two percent of the schools currently report
moderate to extensive activity in this area. Nevertheless, 23 percent of the schools
continue to report only minimal instructional change. Although the shift toward
new practices is encouraging, the percentage of schools that have yet to introduce
any restructuring activity may be cause for some concern.

Teachers’ Work. According to the principals, the organization of teachers’
work has not changed as extensively since reform in comparison to the other two
areas of restructuring. Thirty percent of the schools continue to report only mini-
mal restructuring in this area with another 35 percent still reporting only limited re-
structuring in teachers’ work. That is, their efforts have been limited primarily in
the more traditional activities, such as developing relationships with human service
professionals and enhancing teacher participation in selecting in-service topics.

Such a small amount of reported change is perhaps not unexpected since the
more innovative practices necessitate deep structural reorganization of schools.
Teachers traditionally conduct their work in relative autonomy within the class-
room. To extend teachers' roles and to engage them in cooperative work involves
not only changing activities but also changing normative conceptions of their roles.
Established school codes and collective bargaining agreements may also impede
these new cfforts.
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Community Ties. The most dramatic shifts are reported in the area of school
ties. Sixty percent of the principals currently report moderate to extensive activity
in this area—twice as much as prior to reform. In addition, fewer than cne-fifth of
the schools remain in the minimal category. Reform sought to encourage schools to
look into their communities for resources and solutions to local problems. In this
regard, the principals’ reports indicate:that reform has been highly effective.

Differences among Schools in the Progress of Restructuring

Schools exhibit contrasting patterns of restructuring. Some report extensive activ-
ity prior to reform, others report minimal activity prior to reform but significant re-
structuring in the last three years, and a third group indicates minimal activity

both before and since school reform. The heuristic graph Patterns of School Re-
structuring displays these groups of schools, where the vertical axis represents the
level of restructuring prior to reform and the horizontal axis represents the amount
of change in practices since reform. The “previously restructured” schools (group
1) ceport extensive reorganization initiated prior to reform in at least two of the
three areas of restructuring. In contrast, “recently restructured” schools (group 3)
report minimal activity prior to reform but have changed extensively since then. It
appears that reform catalyzed restructuring in these schools. Group 2 contains two
subsets of non-restructured schools: a group of relatively high-achieving schools
(average pre-reform score on the lllinois Goals Assessment Program [IGAP] is 234)
and another of very low-achieving schools (pre-reform IGAP ic 177). We label the
former group as “complacent” and the latter group as “left behind.™

Patterns of School Restructuring

! Group 1 - “Previously Restructured”

: 1n=34) 2
3
‘ moderate pre-retorm achievement S
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‘ 6 percent new f .
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stable teaching statt S - -
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i trequent contact with extemai orgs « (n=37)
[}
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[*)
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| s high SIP impiementation/developoment
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SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING

These four groups of schools differ from each other in several interesting and
systematic ways. The previously restructured schools look ordinary in terms of ba-
sic characteristics. Their pre-reform achievement scores were about 200 on the
IGAP (the same as the citywide average but below the state average), and 79 per-
cent of their students are classified as low income (again, like the citywide aver-
age). The racial composition of these schools is also generally representative of the
school system.

The previously restructured schools are distinctive in certain vital respects,
however. Almost al! of them have had stable principal leadership dating back ro
the period prior to reform. The principals report that their PPACs are very effec-
tive. They also rate their teachers’ commitment and expertise highly. In short, these
schools are characterized by stable, committed professional leadership from both
principals and teachers. These schools also report consistent contact with external
educational organizations. Over 63 percent have communication with an educa-
tional group two or more times each month. Thus, their restructuring efforts are
supported by both internal initiative and external resources.

In contrast to this portrait, the recently restructured schools (group 3) are some
of the most disadvantaged schools in the city. Their pre-reform test scores were
very low (IGAP average of 178), and 90 percent of their students are classified as
low income. Both predominantly African-American (65 percent) and predomi-
nantly Hispanic schools {14 percent) are over-represented in this group.!? The most
dramatic difference lies in the proportion of new principals. Seventy-eight percent
of these schools have hired new principals since reform (compared to only 6 per-
cent in the previously restructured schools). These new principals report a high
sense of satisfaction and believe that they are making a difference in the academic
development of their students. (See final section of the report for more on this
topic.) So again, principal leadership appears significant, but in the recently restruc-
tured schools new leadership is the force that appears to have catalyzed change.

Also significant, these principals offer the most positive reports about their
LSCs. These are active councils that have clearly defined roles and understand their
responsibilities as policy-making bodies. Principals also give high ratings to their
own relationships with their LSCs, and they believe they have sufficient authority
to perform their jobs. They see the SIP as an important tool for charting changes
and directing school improvement efforts. Unlike the schools where substantial re-
structuring was reported prior to reform, however, the teachers and the PPAC are
not considered strong assets. Principals in these schools give teachers only low to
moderate ratings on expertise. Thus, the leadership for change appears to come
from an active, effective LSC working cooperatively with a new, energetic principal
hired by the LSC.

The recently restructured schools also report extensive connections with exter-
nal organizations. Forty-five percent have contact with an educationzl group at
least twice monthly. In addition, two-thirds of the schools have weekly communica-
tion with neighborhood organizations, including social service, health, and police
programs. These contacts undoubtedly provide essential technical advice and basic
support services to bolster the process of reform.

The complacent schools (group 2a) were faring relatively well compared to
other schools in the system prior to reform. They had relatively high pre-reform
achievement (above the citywide average and close to national norms). This group
includes many of the more advantaged schools in the system, which have fewer
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low-income students (52 percent). Many of these schools (70 percent) are either in-
tegrated or racially mixed rather than racially isolated. However, these schoois do
not include restructuring strategies among their priorities; apparently they have a
more traditional agenda that they continue to pursue.

None of the basic governance elements of school reform are particularly vital
in the complacent schools. PPAC effectiveness is rated lower in this group than in
either of the restructured school groups; LSC ratings are only moderate; and princi-
pals do not see the SIP as a strategic instrument for improvement. In addition, the
schools have developed few ties to external organizations that might promote inno-
vative practices. As far as we can discern, these schools appear to run under fairly
traditional forms of professional, mainly principal, authority.

The left behind schools (group 2b) are remarkably similar in basic demographic
characteristics to the recently restructured schools where reform has catalyzed change
(group 3). They serve 87 percent low-income students, and many are racially isolated
(61 percent predominantly African-American, another 18 percent predominantly mi-
nority). This group of schools also has low achievement (IGAP average of 177). The
conspicuous difference between the two groups is the amount of restructuring activity.
The left behind schools report minimal or no restructuring.

Principals in these schools also give consistently lower ratings to both their
LSCs and their PPACs, and are particularly negative about the quality of the evalu-
ations they received from their LSCs. In addition, they ceport only limited interac-
tions between the PPAC and LSC over curricular and instructional matters. These
indicators suggest relatively ineffectual LSCs and PPACs, two of the major ele-
ments of the reform process. The principals also give low ratings to their teachers’
levels of commitment and expertise. Finaliy, the schools’ ties to external organiza-
tions—both educational and neighborhood—are considerably less than either of
the restructured school groups. Taken together, these schools appear to have very
low levels of human and social resources both in their professional and their par-
ent communities. Although 62 percent of the left behind schools have new princi-
pals, little eise appears to have changed.

Summary of Sc:hool Restructuring

Principals report extensive changes, particularly over the last three years, in class-
room instruction, the organization of teachers’ work, and school ties with the com-
munity. While considerable work in each of these concerns was initiated in some
schools prior to 1929, it also appears that much activity has been catalyzed by lo-
cal school governance refz:n: and the new resources it brought into many schools.
We caution, however, that all of the information presented in this section is based
strictly on principals’ reports. As a result, we do not know hcw teachers, parents,
and students experience these new practices nor do we know how effecrive such
practices actually are. We hope to take a closer look at these issues in subsequent
Consortium studies. Nevertheless, the sheer expansiveness of the reported efforts—
the fact that they touch so many schools—suggests broad commitments toward
change.
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Principals’ Roles and School Leadership

It is widely held that good schools have good leadership. Thus it seems especially
critical at this juncture in school reform to examine more closely the role and work
of the principal. This section discusses changes in the principalship over the last
three vears: the characteristics of the new people who fill these roles, how princi-
pals spend their time, and how they feel about their work.

The Changing Principalship

Netwcomers to the Job. One of the specific intents of schocl reform was to
bring new lead'ership, more responsive to the needs of local schools, and the com-
munities and families they serve, into Chicago’s schools. The authority of the LSC
to “hire and fire” principals was key in this regard.

It is clear from the responses to our survey that substantial changes in leader-
ship have occurred. Of the current principals, 43 percent have been hired since re-
form. Almost all of these individuals are new to the principalship (94 percent);
almost all previously held jobs in the Chicago Public Schools (CPS) (95 percent),
typically as either a freed assistant principal (43 percent) or a district or central of-
fice employee (23 percent). Over 65 percent of these new principals either agreed
or strongly agreed with the statement that, “School reform created the opportunity

for me to become a principal.”
Thus, it appears that a substan-
tial number of new people have
been brought into the principal-
ship and, at least for some pre-
vious employees of the CPS,
school reform has created new
opportunities to lead.

The demographic composi-
tion of the principalship also
appears to be changing. More
female principals are being
hired than males. There are

Principal Background Characteristics

and Hiring Status

Principals Hired
prior to Reform

Female 45%
African-American 37%
White 61%
Hispanic 3%
Average age 52

Principals Hired
since Reform
57%

58%
32%
11%

46

also substantially more new African-American and Hispanic principals as com-
pared to the number hired prior to reform and retained by their LSCs. New princi-
pals are also considerably younger than the senior colleagues they are joining.
Location of New Principals. We undertook a variety of analyses to determine
if schools that hired new principals share any common features. One factor—the
racial composition of the school—stands out as the only clear predictor of whether

or not a school hired a principal
in the last three years. New prin-
cipals are much more likely to
be found in racially isolated
schools, both African-American
and Hispanic, and less likely to
be found in integrated schools.
We also examined the chang-
ing interconnections of the
race/ethnicity of principals and

Percentage Hiring a New Principal
by School Racial Type

Predominantiy African-American
Predominantly Hispanic
Predominantly minority

Racially mixed

integrated

48%
63%
39%
9%
37%
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Changes in the Principaiship from Patterns of Retention and Hiring

1989-1992
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the racial/ethnic composition of schools. Over the period from 1989 to 1992, an in-
creased amount of racial/ethnic matching of principal with school appears to have
taken place. Today one is more likely to find an African-American principal in a
predominantly African-American school, a Hispanic principal in a predominantly
Hispanic school, and a white principal in an integrated or racially mixed school.
Two very different processes have been at work here. During the first two years of
school reform, each LSC made a decision whether or not to retain their existing
principal. There is little evidence that the race/ethnicity of the principal played
much of a role in these decisions. In fact, in all categories of schools, except ra-
cially isolated African-American schools, white principals were slightly more likely
to be retained than their minority colleagues. Hispanics were actually under-re-
tained. Many of these individuals had been placed in schools during the fall of
1989 as interim principals to fill vacant positions. Hence, these principals were in
their first year at their schools when they came up for review by their LSCs.

In terms of the decision to hire new principals, however, a more race-sensitive
process appears to be working. In both the predominately African-American and
Hispanic schools, LSCs almost uniformly chose (98 percent and 92 percent respec-
tively) principals whose racial backgrounds match the racial composition of the
school. Similarly, integrated schools almost uniformly chose white principals.

Some caution is required in
interpreting these findings. Prior
to reform, the central office di-

How are Principals Spending Their Time?

. . o
rectly influenced the relation- > sann

ship between principals’
race/ethnicity and school racial
composition. This bureaucratic
decision-making has now been
replaced by a market mecha-
nism influenced both by LSC
preferences (the “consumers”)
and principal applicants (the
“suppliers”). Without more de-
tailed information about the
specific processes in each indi-
vidual school (for example, the
racial composition of the pool
of applicants), it is difficult to
characterize the actual factors
at work here.

How Principals Sperd their Time

since reform | *% saying |

have spent* should spend

Hryweek’ more ‘ess more less

Schoo! management ‘8.9 55% 1% ‘8% 43%
LSC. parents, community 13.2 51% 15% 25% 17%
Centrai and distnct otfice 37 39% 9% 4% 9%
Instructional leadership 159 31% 28% T1% 3%
Protessional deveicpment 32 7% 43% TT% 1%
Student discipiine €9 14% 1% 2% 42%
Student activities 10.6 12% 24% 43% 7%

Average hours per week 576

* Pefcentages for tme spent SiNCe re1Orm are Dased Oh PrNCEAS hwed Bnor 10 September 1989

" The average hours per week for the ndvikual CAtQONeS UM 10 3 NUMBEr Greater than the average
AUMDET 61 hOUTS wOrKed Der week given at the boftom of the 1abis DeCause The CAIEQONes Overap

Principals report that school management issues make the largest claim on their
time, followed closely by instructional leadership efforts, working with local con-
stituencies, and student activities. On average, principals report spending more than
ten hours per week on each of these activities.

L4ore than half of the principals hired prior to reform report that they are now
spending more time on school management including SIPs, budget, and basic office
paperwork (which is not surprising since more administrative authority devolved
to them), and working with local constituencies, including parents, community
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Principals’ Role Discomfort groups, and the LSC

! Soeongmee | (again, not surprising
P ‘|t'"*°::1:°v-°l since an explicit intent of
: reform was to promote a
| oo [ Spamang ose greater engagement of
\ e | principals, parents, and
— the local community); al-
0z = most forty percent report
spending more time on
central and district office
e ‘ functions such as meet-
Sahoo Zentrat and Swoet  LSC Parenw Saudent revuctonat  Protessionsl ings, reports, and task
g Memsemes DaveiOfics  Dsspune waCommunds  Adwtes  eeswito  Damoenmen J forces. Both principals

hired prior to and since
reform feel they should be spending more time on their own professional develop-
ment, instructional leadership in their schools, and activities that bring them into
more direct contact with students. Although principals report that they should
spend more time on instructional leadership, given the demands on their time and
the choices they must make, there is no certainty that if they had more time they
would actually devote it to this activity.

We have combined these two reports about time use into an overall indicator
of principal role discomfort: work demands that are taking more time from princi-
pals than they should, and those activities that principals feel that they should be
spending more time on but are not. In general, principals sense that they are now
spending more time than they should on local school management and central and
district office functions. Administrative aspects of their job divert effort away from
those concerns that principals believe deserve more attention—their own profes-
sional development and instructicnal leadership. This is especiaily important since

school reform legislation states that princi-

Administrative Burden of Principals® pals should devote 51 percent of their time

Since ufom.:

3‘3-'&««?&3."3:’3&:&"&: 3‘.;'&'3.'13’."’ ms¥ . on average almost sixty hours per week, yet

” =1  they feel that their most critical concern—

% . 38% " 10% 7% 7% leadership for instructional improvement
Administrative demands (paperwork, reports, providing
information, etc.) have increased.

to instructional leadership.
. Principals indicate that they are working

(and enhancing their own capacities to
lead)—is being displaced by managerial is-

77 % B

., 73% \ ew ex2waw sues. The time demands of such activities ap-
: : : . pear to limit the effort principals can devote
o i % [ 10 to school improvement.
l STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE More generally, these data indicate that
Bl AcRee [ STRONGLY DISAGREE school reform has increased the principals’
NEUTRAL work load as well as expanded the repertoire
*Based on principals hired prior 10 September 1989. of skills they need to function cffectively. Chi-
cago's principals appcar to be working quite
hard in response to these new demands, but it remains unclear whether there arc
sufficient time and resources for them to become the school-site leaders envisioned
under the reform. To date, at least, principals are saying that instructional develop-
ment is not getting the attention it deserves.
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Principals’ Feelings about Their Job

PRINCIPALS’ ROLES AND SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

A sense of principals’ frustration becomes clear when we turn our attention to
some other questions we asked regarding the principals’ role and their reactions to
their job. Principals feel overwhelmed by administrative demands \display opposite
page). Almost three-guarters of the principals hired prior to reform strongly agree
that administrative demands have increased since reform. Similarly, about three-

quarters of all principals either agree
or strongly agree that they have
been too busy dealing with other re-
quirements to give curricular issuces
the attention they deserve.

One explicit intent of school re-
form legisiation was to make princi-
pals locally accountable for
instructional improvement. School
reform appears to have been highly
successful in this regard. Well over
90 percent of the principals feel re-
sponsible for student achievernent
and feel that they are held account-
able t - achievement in their
schoolst Over three-quarters of the
principals hired prior to reform indi- ®
cate that their accountability for im-
proving their schools has increased
since reform.

Nevertheless, principals continue
to doubt that they have the neces-
sary resources to effect improvements.
More specifically, we asked principals to
rate a list of factors that might act as
“roadblocks™ to doing the job they
want to do. Six issues stand out as seri-
ous obstacles for a majority of princi-
pals. The most prevalent concerns,
shared by two out of every three princi-
pals, are inability to provide time for
teacher planning or professional develop-
ment and the difficulty in removing
poor teachers. Other roadblocks are the
time taken by administrative detail, in-
ability to obtain sufficient funding, par-
ent apathy, and constraints imposed by
collective bargaining agreements.

These same issues emerged when we
asked principals, in an open-ended ques-
tion, about the most frustrating part of
their work. Thirty-four percent mention
paperwork demands and cumbersome

Principals’ Perceptions of Accountability

Sinee reterm.’| sm held mord sccountsble Kir improving thé
quelity af my hcd.' ! ! nam

! oy 4550
47% ' 1%

o 13% 5%4A%
) ) ) .
iom primerily accounmabis e the LSC. .
, : 0w ]

a% C 3%

12% S%I%

1 om held acceuntable for student achisvement in this school.

! 60% ! 2% 6%19,1%

] [} [ []

1 fool responsible for siudent schievement. :

. 1% ) ' 2T 1%1%
1 + 1] .
° 28 ® kS 100
Il STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE
I rcRee [T]STRONGLY DISAGREE
NEUTRAL

‘Based on principals hired prior to September 1989.

Roadblocks Facing the Principal
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Principals’ Voices

—
The most frustrating part of my work is...

“Not enough time in the day/night to read, ana-
lyze, initiate, digest and implement all that
needs to be done.”

“Continually doing added ‘Central Office’ tasks
without additional staff. Fighting the bureauc-
racy over purchasing and paying bills! Paper-
work! Lack of understanding of what running a
post-reform school takes."

“Having too many groups trying to give direc-
tion that they come into conflict with each
other.”

“Having to deal with uncooperative, uncaring,
unprepared tenured teachers who have been al-
lowed to remain in this school system for 20*
years.”

What would be your priorities for changing
or adding to the current contract with the
Chicago Teachers Union?

“Removai ui incompetent teachers by a better
procedure than E-3 — it's too lengthy, too in-
volved.”

“Adding time for instruction, planning and cur-
riculum, and staff development.”

if there wore one thing you could change to im-
prove your school (other than money), what
would it be?

“Hire innovative, creative, and energetic staff
{certified and career service) who have a genu-
ine concern for the education and well-being of
our youngsters — those who do not watch the
clock every day.”

“More frequent opportunities for teachers to
participate in each other’s teaching and plan to-
gether about school-wide issues.”

“Building improvements — replacing windows.
Children have to wear coats during the winter;
teachers threaten to go home.”

“ All teachers would work on a one-year con-
tract and their evaluation each year wouid not
be contingent on any previous evaluation.”

procedures for purchasing, facilities, and
personnel. Another 21 percent cite not
enough time and too much to do. Com-
pleting the list of frustrations are commu-
nity politics (12 percent) and problems
with entrenched, incompetent, or uncar-
ing teachers (7 percent).

Concern about poor teachers ap-
peared particularly strongly in princi-
pals’ responses to another open-ended
question, “What would be your priori-
ties for changing or adding to the cur-
rent contract with the Chicago Teachers
Union?” One major issue (mentioned by
42 percent of respondents) clearly stands
out—make it easier to remove incompe-
tent teachers.

Similarly, when we asked principals,
“If there were one thing you could
change to improve your school (other
than money), what would it be?” three
of the four most frequently mentigned
items concern teachers. Twenty-three per-
cent mention a need to replace incompe-
tent staff; 15 percent call for more time
for curriculum and staff development;
and 7 percent mention constraints of un-
ion contracts and collective bargaining
agreements. in addition, 12 percent men-
tion improvement of facilitics.

School reform has created consider-
able role contlict for principals. Their
sense of local accountability and respon-
sibility for school improvement has cer-
tainly been heightened, but principals
feel that their ability to move aggres-
sively toward their goals is constrained.
Admimstrative demands distract them
from instructional improvement. There
are insufficient resources to engage the
staff development needed for large por-
tions of the faculty, and they are unable
to effect the removal of the relatively
small number of teachers whom they be-
lieve should not be teaching. Promoting
substantial school improvement under
such conditions is surely a difficult task.
In this light, the amount of new school

improvement activity reported to be occurring is remarkable.

o 6
eic Y
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Not surprisingly, principals’ sense
of efficacy and role status are mixed.
On the one hand, they overwhelm-
ingly believe they are making a difter-
ence in the academic development of
their students (94 percent either agree
or strongly agree); they believe they
have high status in the community
and feel satisfied most of the time (78
percent and 77 percent respectively).
They are somewhat less positive, how-
ever, about their continuing careers as
educators in Chicago. Moreover, 64
percent of those hired prior to reform

PRINCIPALS’ ROLES AND SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

Efficacy and Role Status

| am meking e ditference in the acedemic development of my
students.

2% ) 3% 20%, 1% 1%,
since reform, public has more respect for CRS principals.® .

(X% 1
2%3% 16% j T 56% -
since reform, principais have less prestige.” '

agree or strongly agree that since re-
form they have less prestige, and 79

percent disagree or strongly disagree °o 2 50 K 100
that since reform the public respects M STRONGLY AGREE EZ] DISAGREE

them more. Also relevant in this re- Il Achee ) sTRONGLY DISAGREE
gard, some 40 percent feel thar their 2 NeuTRAL

success or failure is due primarily to
factcrs beyond their control.

These data take us back to the principals' attitudes toward school reform with
which we began. Principals are optimistic abour their schools and see positive prac-
tices emerging, but they do not necessarily feel better about their own work. While
they feel they are helping their students and are valued in their own communities,
doubt remains about the role they are being asked to fill. When we combine this
doubr with the very real constraints
of time, resources, and personnel
discussed above, a very challenging
picture of school leadership emerges.

This idea is certainly driven
home when we look at principals’ re-

*Basad on principals hired prior to September 1989,

Principals’ Sense of Control

My succeus clrhlluu eso pt:lncip.l Is due p'rlmullv to .
factors beyond my control. . . .

ports about how long they expect to ° (il 50 s 106
remain in the principalship. Over 40 Ml STRONGLY AGREE 75 oisaGREE
percent are planning to leave the Il AGREE {7 STRONGLY DISAGREE

principalship in five vears; and 75
percent expect to be gone in ten years or less. About one-third plan to leave at the
“ecarly retirement age” of 55 and another third by age 60. Even among what
should be the most favorable group {principals less than 45 years of age and hired
since reform), 57 percent plan to be out in ten years or less.

A good school system must reach a balance between stable institutional leader-
<hip and promoting initiative through new leaders. It seems clear that a great deal
ot encrgy has been catalyzed in the Chicago Public Scools through the new princi-
pals hired over the last several years. Much less clear, however, is whether the cur-
rent career plans of principals will promote the institutionalization of positive
nitiatives or just contribute to a repeated cycle of innovation which is never tully
unplemented, and then abandoned as new leadership arrives. This stands as a criti-
cal question in charting the future progress of Chicago’s school reform.
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Concluding Comments

Charting Reform: The Principals’ Perspective has given elementary and high

school principals the opportunity to express their views about current etforts to im-
prove our city’s schools. Principals offer a generally positive account of the state of
school reform. Local governance appears to be working well in the majority of
schools. Principals also report that, for the most part, PPACs are functioning and
that principals have been able to select a substantial number of teachers of their
own choosing.

Reform has triggered a burst of restructuring activities in a large number of
schools. Many principals report a variety of expanded relationships with commu-
nity agencies and educational institutions as well as increased ctforts to change the
nature of classroom teaching and teachers’ work. Although some of this activity be-
gan prior to reform, there seems to be little doubt that reform has catalyzed a sig-
nificant amount of new activity. This burst of initiative is particularly prominent in
schools where local school councils have hired new energetic and committed princi-
pals. Yer a significant number of very poor schools {perhaps 10 to 20 percent of
the system) remain relatively untouched by school reform. These institutions are
isolated from external educational institutions, who could provide the needed assis-
tance to promote meaningful educational improvements.

As we move away from governance and restructuring efforts toward human re-
source issues, however, the picture hecomes more problematic. Principals report
that although they and their teachers need sustained staff development, current re-
sources are inadequate to meet these needs. Principals also feel that the current
processes for removing incompetent teachers are overly constrained. These human
resource development issues merit careful consideration because they are inevitably
at the heart of most efforts to improve classroom instruction and student learning.

Perhaps most worrisome is the way the principals perceive their role. By all ac-

counts, most principals exhibit
Principals’ Voices enormous energy and dedication.

i “Children, children, children — they make my day.”

“Watching children that | call the ‘walking dead’
come alive in my schoci and begin to learn.”

“Seeing teachers change, and growing involvement

in solving major problems of low performance by stu-
dents. The willingness to look at ourselves as part of ) -
the problem, our need to change.” They have received no salary in-

Despite working long hours, they

Despite the drawbacks and difficulties associated are still unable to devote enough
with the principal’s role in Chicago, there are reasons

for principals to persist, too. In their view, the most .
rewarding part of work is: Moreover, we wonder how long

time to instructional leadership.

they can sustain such effort, given
the constraints under which they
work. This concern becomes espe-
cially important when we look at
the realities that principals face.

creases in the last two years, and in
a growing number of schools there

are now teachers who are making
more money than the principal.
Principals are held personally accountable for improvement in student achieve-
ment, but they lack critical resources and authority to advance such improvement.
The time demands associated with school management and wo. king v/ith local con-
stituencies have increased substantially, but little change has occurred in cumber-
some bureaucratic procedures. In fact, the increased uncertainty about the conduct
of routine business has probably made matters worse. Significant school improve-
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ment seems highly unlikely without active leadership from principals. Thus, their
generally positive accounts of school reform are tempered by their reports about
the conflicts and constraints in their new role.
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Unless otherwise noted. the reports described here are based on responses trom all 457
principals who completed the survey. For those statistics based on subgroup comparisons,
the following sample sizes apply: 250 prinaipals hired prior to school retorm vs. 202 hired
ance reform (status unknown tor $i: 400 elementary school principals vs. 57 high school
principals.

Although the overall response rate is very high, we nevertheless undertook a range ot
analyses to explore possible non-response bias, We tound no siggticant differences berween
respondents and non-respondents i rerms ot either basic demographic charactenstics of
schools or background charactenistics ot principals, We conclude thart the results presented
here are representative ot the opimons, attitudes, and behaviors ot principals in the Chicago
Public Schools.

A technical appendix. available from the Consortium, provides a detatled description of all
indicator clusters used in this report.

As noted in the rabie. the data in this discussion are based on reports ot principals hired prior
to 1989. Nevertheless. we believe these data are generally representative of all principals i
the CPS. We have conducted extensive analyses ot other 1tems pertaimmg to the
implementation of local school governance, examining possible differences between
principals hired pre- and post- reform. in general, observed differences are small and mostly
related to differences in the kinds of schools that retained vs. hired new principals. (See last
section of the report.) There 1s little evidence in principals’ responses to the survey of
significant differences in the perceptions and attitudes of new principals as compared to

their more senior colleagues.

This report is built around a set of key concepts which provide a scattold for our discussion on
cach of the four major topics. A set of items was included in the survey to measure each of
these concepts. We reter to these item sets as indicator clusters. In general, indicator clusters
ranged from 2 to 13 1tems with a typical cluster having 4 or S items. We used a statistical
technique called Rasch anal s to ensure that all of the items inctuded in a cluster measure
the same underlying zoncept and arrange i a meaningtul order, from most likely to be
endorsed to least likely to be endorsed. For some of the indicator clusters. which involve a
relanvely large number of 1rems. only a subset are displayed m the report. A technical
appendix., available from the Consortium, provides further details about all of the iwems
used in each cluster and the psychometric properties of these clusters.

In addition. in order to provide a summary description ot principals’ views about a
parucular indicator cluster. we occasionally categorize the Rasch measures produced tor that
indicator cluster. Loosely speaking, a “very positive™ principal is likely to endorse most of
the positively-worded items included m a cluster and disagree with most negatvelv-worded
items. A “positive” principal endorses a majonity ot the positively-worded items and
disagrees with a majoney of the neganively worded ones. In contrast. “negative™ reports tend
to reject the positively-worded 1tems and endorse the negauve ones, The precise deaision rule
used for making these classifications is based on the Rasch analysis.

These and many subsequent questions have five response categories, including "neutral.™ Toas
important to fook at all the responses i the tables to get an accurate understanding of the
results,

A general caveat about this section 1s required. It s importans to emphasize that all
information contained here 1s based on principal reports. In prior research with items of this
tvpe, principals have tended to over-report the scope of restructuning activiey actually
occurnng in their schools, Thus, the reports offered here are probably somewhat too
positive a5 precise factual deseniption and should be verified through obseryanons to
determine the amount of actual restructuring. They are usetul nonetheless i indicatmg, the
relative amount of attention bemng devoted to various imitiatives and should serve as
reasonable indicators of the relative amount ot etfort across schools,
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The analyses reported in this section are based only on elementary schools. In general, the
issues of restructuring are different in the high schools, requiring separate analyses for this
subset of schools. There is an insufficient number of high schools in the data set for this
purpos.. Plans for future analysis of high school restructuring include qualitative field work
within select schools.

The procedures for creating these classifications are described in more detail in the report’s
technical appendix, available from the Consortium.

For more information on these groups, see the techmeal appendix, available from the
Consortium.

— Predonunantly African-American: 85% or more African-Amenican students.
— Predomimantly Hispanic: 85% or more Hispanic students.

—Predominantly minority: $5°% or more African-American and Hispanic students,
but neither alone.

—Racually mixed: 15-30% white students.
—-Integrated: 30% or more white students.
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